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Minister received the able support of Mr. Chamber- issi.
lain. But the division had very little to do with
the debate. Weak as the case for the Government
was, the case for the Opposition was not much
stronger. Whatwasthe practical alternative to accep-
tance of the Boer proposals ? It was a double one.
The Government might through Sir Frederick
Roberts have given the Boers a sound thrashing,
and then restored to them their independence.
No Minister could justify such a course to any
civilised and Christian Assembly. They might, on
the other hand, have subjugated the Transvaal, and
administered it as conquered territory by the abso-
lute power of the Crown. But that would have
been to tear up the Sand River Convention, to
violate honour and good faith. Sir Michael Hicks-
Beach did not propose it. Lord Cairns did not
propose it. It could not be proposed. Lord Car-
narvon, a man of the most rigid integrity, always
maintained that in 1877 the majority of the Boers
were willing and anxious for incorporation in the
British Empire. He was deceived by his agents.
But even Sir Owen Lanyon had ceased to assert
this in 1881. What might have happened if the
Boers had been well governed by Englishmen must
be a matter of opinion. They had been cleverly
misgoverned by Shepstone. They had been
stupidly misgoverned by Lanyon. They wished
to govern themselves. The House of Assembly
at the Cape expressed unanimous approval of the
peace.

What Mr. Gladstone  could do he did.    He conditional
insisted that the Suzerainty of the Queen over the 1enctpeild"
Transvaal should be acknowledged, that the foreign
relations of the country should be under British
control, and that there should be a British Resident
at Pretoria to ensure the protection of natives, for
whom special reservations of territory were made*